4.7 Air Quality impacts

As described in GEIS Section 4.4.6, potential environmental impacts to air quality could occur
during all phases of the ISR facility lifecycle (NRC, 2009a). Nonradiological air emission impacts
primarily involve fugitive road dust from vehicles traveling on unpaved roads and combustion
engine emissions from vehicles and diesel equipment. In general, any nonradiological
emissions from pipeline system venting, resin transfer, and elution will be expected to be at
such low levels that they will be negligible. Such emissions were not considered in the analysis.
Radon could also be released from well system relief valves, resin transfer, or elution. Potential
radiological air impacts, including radon release impacts, are addressed in the Public and
Occupational Health and Safety Impacts analyses in SEIS Section 4.13.

Factors NRC staff used in determining the magnitude of the potential impacts are described in
GEIS Section 4.4.6 (NRC, 2009a) and include whether

(i) the air quality of the site’s region of influence (ROI) is in compliance with the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS),

(ii) the facility can be classified as a major source under the New Source Review or operating
(Title V of the Clean Air Act) permit programs, and

(iii) the presence of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class | areas within the region
could be impacted by emissions from the proposed action.

GEIS Construction Phase Summary

As discussed in GEIS Section 4.4.6.1, fugitive dust and combustion (vehicle and diesel
equipment) emissions during land-disturbing activities associated with construction will be
expected to be short term and reduced through BMPs (e.g., wetting of roads and cleared land
areas to reduce dust emissions). Estimated ISR-construction-phase fugitive dust annual

concentrations used in the GEIS are expected to be well below the PM2.5 INAAQS. Additionally, ,_,/{ Commented [SV1]: New standard is 12

particulate, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide concentration estimates used in the GEIS are
expected to be below PSD Class li allowable increments (1 to 9 percent) and the stricter Class |
increments (7 to 84 percent). NRC staff concluded in the GEIS that for NAAQS attainment
areas, nonradiological impacts will be SMALL. (NRC, 2009a)

GEIS Operations Phase Summary

GEIS Section 4.4.6.2 stated that operating ISR facilities are not major point source emitters and
are not expected to be classified as major sources under the operation (Title V) permitting
program. The GEIS states that the primary nonradiological emissions during operations include
fugitive dust and combustion products from equipment, maintenance, transport trucks, and other
vehicles. Additionally, NRC staff concluded in the GEIS that any nonradiological emissions from
pipeline system venting, resin fransfer, and elution will be expected to be at such low levels that
they will be negligible and were not considered in the analysis. For NAAQS attainment areas,
NRC staff concluded in the GEIS that nonradioclogical air quality impacts will be SMALL.

(NRC, 2009a)

GEIS Aquifer Restoration Phase Summary

As described in GEIS Section 4.4.6.3, because the same infrastructure will be used during the
aquifer restoration as during operations, air quality impacts from aquifer restoration will be
similar to, or less than, those during operations. Additionally, fugitive dust and combustion
emissions from vehicles and equipment during aquifer restoration will be similar to, or less than,
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the dust and combustion emissions during operations. For NAAQS attainment areas, NRC staff
concluded in the GEIS that nonradiological air quality impacts will be SMALL. (NRC, 2009a)

GEIS Decommissioning Phase Summary

As discussed in GEIS Section 4.4.6 .4, fugitive dust, vehicle emissions, and diesel emissions
during land-disturbing activities from the decommissioning phase will come from many of the
same sources as the construction phase. In the short term, emission levels are expected to
increase given the activity (i.e., demolishing of process and administrative buildings, excavating
and removing contaminated soils, and grading of disturbed areas). However, such emissions
will be expected to decrease as decommissioning proceeds, and therefore, overall, impacts will
be similar to, or less than, those associated with construction; will be short term; and will be
reduced through BMPs (e.g., dust suppression). NRC staff concluded in the GEIS that for
NAAQS attainment areas, nonradiological impacts will be SMALL. (NRC, 2009a)

Potential environmental impacts on air quality during construction, operations, aquifer
restoration, and decommissioning phases of the proposed Dewey-Burdock ISR Project are
discussed in the following sections. The discussion also addresses the impacts on air quality
during the peak year. The peak year accounis for the time when all four phases cccur
simubtaneously and represents the highest amount of emissions the proposed achion will
generate in any 1 year. The applicant identifies 2 years when all four phases will ccour
simultanecusly and 7 ysars when construction and operation phases will ocour simultanecusly
{Powertech, 2012d). Appendix C describes nonradiological air emissions information for the
proposed project including emission inventaries and air dispersion modeling|

4.7.1 Proposed Action (Alternative 1)

As described in SEIS Ssclion 3.7 .2, the air quality of the Black Hills-Rapid City Inirastate

Air Quality Control Region, whers the proposed Dewey-Burdock ISR Project is localed, is
designated as an altainment area for all NAAGS pollutants and is located in a Class Il area for
PS80 designation. The nearest PSD Class | area, Wind Cave National Park, located about 47
kim [28 mit] northeast of the proposed Dewey-Burdock ISR Project, is also located in this same
air quality control region and is also classified as an altainment area. The attainment siatus of
the air qualily surrounding the proposed license area provides a measurs of current air quality
conditions and affects considerations for allowing new smission sources.

While NRC is responsible for assessing the potential environmental impacts from the proposed
action pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, NRC
does not have the authority to develop or enforce regulations to control nonradiclogical air
emissions from equipment licensees use. For the proposed Dewey-Burdock ISR Project, this
authority rests with SDDENR. To ensure the air quality of South Dakota is adequately protected,
in addition to addressing all NRC regulatory requirements for radiological emissions,

NRC applicants and licensees must comply with all applicable state and federal air quality
regulatory compliance and permitting requirements.

,//""[ Comimented [SV2]: You may need to ook at this
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The applicant submilted an air quality application to SDDENR in November, 2012 (see

Table 1.6-1). Basad on the information in the application, SDDENR dstenmined that an air
permit will not be required and the proposed project will not be subject to PSD requirements
{(SDDENR, 2013b). SDDENR's review of the applicant’s alr quality application included an
assassment of polential greenhouse gas emissions relative o the 80,718 metric tons
[100,000 short fons] standard identified in SEIS Section 3.7.2.| This regulatory determination
conclucted by the BRDENR did nol include mobils and fugitive solress as categotized in this
SEIZ {(see Table 2 1-8). Since mobile and fugitive sources compose the majonity of the project
emissions, NRC staff determined that the SEIS analysis would include mobile and fugitive

anission scurces, as well as siationary sources. NRC staff will characterize the magnitude of
air efflusnts from the propused project throughout SEIS Section 4.7.1, in part, by comparing

(i) the emission levels fo PSD and Title V thresholds and (it} the modeled concentrations o
regulatory standards such as NAAQS. This characterization is msant to provide a context for
understanding the magnitude of the proposed project’s air effluents, which are mostly from
mobile and fugitive sources rather than stalionary sources. The NRC analysis in this SEIS is for
disclosure purposes and does not document or represent the formal SDDENR determination.
This is an important distinction fo remember when considering the analysis in this SEIS.

The air impact analysis includes two types of modeling: AERMOD and CALPUFF. The
AERMOD dispersion model was used to predict NAAQS and PSD pollutant concentrations and
the CALPUFF model was used to generate Air Quality Related Values for Wind Cave National
Park. [The two types of modeling results and associated analyses will be discussed separately.
Additional information concerning the Dewey-Burdock emission inventory, the modeling
protocol, and the results for both the AERMOD and CALPUFE analyses is available in the
Ambient Air Quality Final Modeling Protocol and Impact Analysis (IML, 2013a).

The madel options and approash for the air qunlity impact assessment selected by NRC staff in
thiz EI5 do not complstely alion with ERA s guidslines on air guslity models (40 CFR Part 51,
Appendiy W) Specifically, devialions from the requilaiory default options are ulilized. For
example, the dry depistion option is used in the AERMOD analysis. The dry depletion option

accounts for the partial settling and deposition of PM10 particles as the dust plume disperses
away from the source. Similarly, the PM10 emission is not included in the CALPUFF analysis.
NRC determined that it is appropriate to use dry depletion in the AERMOD analysis and exclude
PM10 from the CALPUFF analysis for three main reasons. First, the nature of the project
specific emission supports this decision (i.e., over 89 percent of the fugitive dust emissions are
from ground-level emission sources where rapid deposition is expected). Second,

modeling using the regulatory default options can overestimate short-term PM10 impacts
because the rapid deposition phenomenon is not adequately addressed. Third, EiSs for

coal and gas development in the western United States address PM10 emission in this same
manner (TRC Environmental Corporation, 2006; Marquez Environmental Services, Inc., 2010).
SEIS Appendix C Section C.2.3 and Sections 3.2 and 3.9 of the Ambient Air Quality Final
Modeling Protocol and Impact Analysis discuss these rationales in greater detail.

The guideline in 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W is used by EPA, States, and industry to prepare
and review new source permits and State Implementation Plan revisions. This guideline
recognizes the need to accommodate deviations from default conditions on a case-by-case
basis to ensure accuracy. However, the guideline states that such deviations should be fully

//*"{Commented [Sv3]: i
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supported. Staff from EPA, SDDENR, and the Bureau of Land Management participated in the
development of the protocol for this SEIS analysis. During the protocol development, EPA in
particular expressed a strong preference for the SEIS impact analysis to rely on modeling that
did not deviate from regulatory default options. For informational purposes only, at the end of
impact assessment for each phase, NRC staff will present the impact analysis using the PM10
modeling results that do not implement the AERMOD dry depletion option as well as include the
PM10 emission in the CALPUFF visibility analysis. However, The NRC siaff bassd its impact
analyses {i.e, SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE] in the SEIS on modeling that deviatles from
regulatory defaull options noting the reasons why the staff chose this optlion.

Expressing the proposed project’s emissions in concentrations can help in characterizing the
magnitude of the emission levels because thresholds, such as NAAQS and PSD increments,
are also expressed in concentrations. The AERMOD dispersion model was used to predict
pollutant concentrations at a total of 4,220 receptors that exiend in all dirsctions from the project
site and fully encompass Wind Cave National Park, the nearsst Class | area. Figures 4.7-1 and
4.7-2 display the AERMOD receptor placement (i.e., locations where pollutant concentrations
were estimated). The spacing between the receptors is not uniform across the model domain.
In general, the receptor spacing is larger as the distance from proposed Dewey-Burdock site
increases. The model domain includes fenceline, hot spot grid, intermediate grid, and coarse
arid receptors. Fenceline receptors at the proposed Dewey-Burdock site boundary were placed
at least every 100 m [109.4 yd] with a receptor placed at each boundary corner. For the hot
spot grid, receptors were placed at 100-m [109.4-yd] spacing within a 500-m [546.8-yd] wide
corridor along the western and southern portions of the project boundary and along the public
road accessing the proposed site. The inclusion of the hol spot grid receptors is based on the
initial modsling that predicts that high 24-hour PM10 values will be Hmited to this corridor. The
modeling domain consisis of bwo inlermediate gnds. For the first intermaediate grid, receptors
were placed at 500-meter [546.8-yard] spacing from the project fenceline outward to a distance
of 5 km [3.11 mi] in all directions from the project center. For the second intermediate grid,
receptors were placed at 1-km [0.62-mi] spacing from the outer edge of the first intermediate
grid in all directions to a distance of 15 km [9.32 mi] from the project center. Figure 4.7-2
displays the receptor placement of project fenceline, hot spot grid, and intermediate grids. Ths
modeling domain consists of fwo coarse gnids. For the first coarse grid, receptors were placed
at 5-km spacing [3.11-mi] from the outer edge of the second intermediate grid outward in all
directions to a distance of 35 km [21.7 mi] from the project center. For the second coarse grid,
receptors were placed at 10-km [6.21-mi] spacing from the outer edge of the first coarse grid in
all directions to a distance of 55 km [34.2 mi] from the project center. Figure 4.7-1 displays the
receptor placement of the coarse grids as well as the second intermediate grid. In addition,

44 fenceline receptors were placed at roughly uniform spacing around the Wind Cave National
Park boundary.

The modeling was conducted for the peak year emission inventory (see Table 2.1-5)

and included stationary (see Table 2.1-1), mobile (see Table 2.1-2), and fugitive dust (see
Table 2.1-3) sources. Although the modeling was conducted using one year of emission data
(i.e., the peak year), the model uses three years of hourly meteorological data. EPA
recommends that AERMOD be run with a minimum of three years of meteorological data (IML,
2013a). Table 4.7-1 presents the AERMOD modeling results with respect to the NAAQS and
Table 4.7-2 presents the resulis with respect to the PSD increments. The NAAQS and PSD
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thresholds are described in SEIS Section 3.7.2. As described in the notes for Table 4.7-1, the
model results form for the NO2 annual and SO2 3 hour values are not the same as the NAAQS
form. The form expresses both the statistic (e.g., maximum, average, 98th percentile, etc.) and
the time period (e.g., once per year, over one year, over 3 years, etc.) associated with a value.
As described in the notes for Table 4.7-2, none of the model results forms are the same as the
PSD increments forms. The lack of continuity between the model results form and the NAAQS
and PSD increment forms, as well as the values used to represent project level concentrations,
is addressed in SEIS Appendix C, Saction £2.3.1. Additional information concerning the
emission inventory, AERMOD modeling protocol, and results is available in the Ambient Air
Quality Final Modeling Protocol and Impact Analysis (IML, 2013a).

Protection of Class | air quality is not limited to consideration of PSD Class | increments. As
described in SEIS Section 3.7.2, the Air Quality Related Values of visibility and acid deposition
are also used to characterize the air quality at Class | areas. Evaluation of the impacts on the
Air Quality Related Values at Wind Cave National Park was conducted using the CALPUFF
model. Figure 4.7-3 identifies the CALPUFF modeling domain. In order to adequately
characterize the Air Quality Related Values impacts to Wind Cave National Park, the modeling
domain extended 100 km [62 mi] in all directions from the proposed project area, which includes
a 50-km [31-mi] buffer around the Class | area fo provide meteorological model continuity.
Although the modeling domain is large, the 192 model receptors are located only within the
Wind Cave National Park itself as shown in Figure 4.7-4. The CALPUFF modeling was
conducted for the peak year emission inventory (see Table 2.1-5) and included stationary (see
Table 2.1-1), mobile (see Table 2.1-2), and fugitive dust (see Table 2.1-3) sources.

Although the modeling was conducted using one year of emission data (i.e., the peak year), the
model uses three years of hourly meteorological data. Modeled emission sources and emission
rates are identical to those used in the AERMOD modeling. The visibility impacts are modeled

Table 4.7-1. Nonradiclogical Concentration Estimates (i.e, AERMOD Modeling Results) From
Stationary. Mobile, and Fugitive Sources for the Peak Year* Compared to the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

Modding Background Tota HAAQS % of
Averaging Modeling Resuits Concentration | Concentration Limit HAAQS
Polutant Time Results Formt {unim’} {ugim’) {ugim’) {ug i’} Limit
Carhon 1 hour Mot to be 21011 1097.3 314984 40000 8.0
Woroxide exceeded more
than once per
year
3 hour Mot to be 2626 a5 5781 10000 5.8
axceeded more
than once per
year
Mitrogen 1 hour qg" percentile, 1569 5.6 1682.8 187 86.9
Dioxide averaged ovar
Ayears
Arngal Annual meant 3.3 0.4 3.7 100 37
Farticulate 24 hour ag" percentile, 6.9 109 17.8 35 an.49
i atter averaged over
Fias Jyears
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Table 4.7-1. Nonradiclogical Concentration Estimates (i.e, AERMOD Modeling Results) From
Stationary, Mobile, and Fugitive Sources for the Peak Year® Compared to the National

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS] {Cont'd)
Modeling Background Tota HNARGS % of
Averaging Modeling Results Concentration | Concentration Limit MARGS
Poliutant Time Results Form} {ugm’) {ugim’} {ug/m’) {ugim’} Limit
Annual Annual mean, 1.0 4.8 5.8 128 483
averaged over
Jyears
Particulate 24 hour Metto be 167.2 41.0 228.2 150 1521
I atter exceeded mare
Filyg than ance per
Initial VRSN 0N average
Runj over 3 years
Particulate 24 hour Mot to be 836 41.0 124.8 150 831
Matter exceeded maore
Pidip Final than ance per
Run{ YEar on average
over 3 years
Sulfur 1 hour Q4th percentile 48.3 14.7 639 200 M.a
Diaxide of 1-haur daily
maximum
concentrations
3 hour Mot to he 10081 208 121.0 1300 93
exceedad more
than ance per
veard

Source: Modified from 1ML (201 3a) and Povertech (2013c)

*Pegk year accounts for when all four phases ooowr simultaneously and represents the highe st am ount o f ermission.

tthe form expresses both the fatistic (e.g., maxdimum, average, or 25th percentile} and the time period (2., once per year, over ane
wear, of over 3 years)assodated with the num ercal value. Unless otheradse noted | the modeling resultz form and the N&S2S form are
the zame.

Finitial modeling form (maxmum annusl average over a three vear perod) iz not the same as the NALGS form (maximum annual sverage
over a single year). The value inthistable has a form that matches the NASRS form and was calculated from the indisl model result as
described in Appendix C Sedion 2.3

EThe table identifies the primary gandard limit. The secondary standard imit is langerie. 15 ugim’). Results that meet the primary
sandard will automatically meet the secondary standard.

|| Initial modeling mun without dry depletion for all receptor locations.

Final modeling run with dry depletion for the top 50 receptor locations.

#The model rezult form (the highest value over any gingle calendar year) iz not the zame as the prevention of significant deterioration
incremert form (not to be exceeded more than once per year). The valug inthistable hasa form that matches the NAARS form and was
caloulated from the initial model result as described in Appendix ©, Sedion C2.3.

under two scenarios. The first scenario includes the coarse particulate matter (i.e., PM1o) when
computing the results and the second scenario excludes the PM1ofrom the computation.
Project emission of fine particulate matter (i.e., PM2s) is included in both scenarios. The reason
for the second scenario is to account for the settling and deposition of heavier particles as the
dust plume dissipates from the source. NRC staff will base the impact analyses in this SEIS on
the second scenario, which excludes the PMic emissions from the computation. The rationale
for the exclusion of the PM1c emissions from the computation is presented in Appendix C
Section C2.3.1. For information purposes, NRC staff will also present the impact analysis for
the first scenario, which includes the PM1oemissions in the analysis. The acid deposition
impacts are modeled under one scenario using the complete emission inventory. Acid

deposition impacts are modeled as the deposition of a variety of compounds containing nitrogen

and sulfur. The sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides emissions from the proposed project
constitute the potential sources of acid deposition.
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Table 47-2. Monradiological Concentration Values From Stationary, Mobile, and Fugitive Sources for the
Peak Year Compared to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD} Increments

Poliutant

Averaging
Time

PsD
increment
Formi

Class |

Class i

Value:
{pf m%

Incremgnt
iy

Percentage
of PSD
increment

Valu e;

PsD
In cremﬁm
{Bafm’}

Percentage
af PSD
increment

Mitrogen
Dioxide

Annual

Mot to be
excesded
during the
year at any
one focation

0.03

2.5

1.2

{ugim’y
33

25

132

Paticulate
matter Phias

24 hour

Mot to be
exceedad
more than
once per
yvear at any
one location

0.45

22,5

74

are

Annual

Mot to be
exceeded
during the
year at any
une location

0.03

74

Particulate
Matter Phim
Initial Rung

24 hour

Mot to be
exceeded
muore than
once per
vear at any
one location

108

187.2

624

Annual

Mot to be
exceeded
during the
vear at any
one location

n.1a

Farticulate
tdatter P g
Final Run|

24 hour

Mot to be
exceeded
muore than
once per
year at any
one oo ation

45

[
-~
=)

Annual

Mot to be
excesded
during the
yvear at any
one focation

0.15

6.1

3548

Sulfur Dioxide

3 hour

Mot to be
exceeded
more than
once per
year at any
one location

1.684

6.6

1001

512

14.5

24 hour

Mot to be
exceadad
more than
once per
year at any
ane location

in

g1
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Table 4.7-2. Nonradiological Concentration Values From Stationary, Mobile, and Fugitive Sources for the
Peak Year” Compared to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PED) Increments {Cont'd)

Class| Class |l
PSD Percentage PsSD Percentage
Averaging Increment Value} Incremgnl af PSD Valuegt Incremgm of PSD
Pollutant Time Formi (pam’) (Hgim’} Increment | (pgim’} gim’y increment
Annual Mot to he .00 2 ] 0.6 20 3
axreeded
during the
yvear at any
ane location
Source: Modified from ML {20135 and b) and Powertech (2013c)

*year accounts forwhen all four phases occur simultaneausly and reprezents the highest armaunt of ernission the proposed
action would generate in any one projact year

TForm exprasses hoth the statistic {e.q., maximum, average, ggt parcentila, etc) and the time period {e.g., once peryear, over
1 vear, over 3years, etc.) azsociated with the numerical value.

Ihane of the forms for the modeling results (ses Tahle C-100 are the same as the PSD incrament forms. Values were
generated as descriked in Appendix C, Section C2.3.1 to create numbers appropriate to comparison to PSD increments.
&lnitial run without dry depletion for all receptor locations.

||Final run with dry depietion for the top 50 receptor locations.

Table 4.7-3 presents the visibility analysis results and Table 4.7-4 presents the acid deposition
analysis results. NRC staff considers comparing project emission levels fo thresholds useful for
characterizing the magnitude of the potential impacts. Both tables compare the project

specific results to appropriate thresholds. The visibility analysis in Table 4.7-3 specifies a
threshold parameter identified by EPA, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and FWS. This threshold
indicates that a visibility impact on a Class | area is considered significant when the source's
contribution to visibility impairment, modeled as the 98th percentile of the daily (i.e., 24-hour),
results in changes in deciviews that are equal to or greater than the contribution threshold of
0.5 deciviews (IML, 2013a). Expressed in another way, a source can be reasonably anticipated
to cause or contribute fo visibility impairment if the 98th percentile change in light extinction
(i.e., the scattering of light) is greater than 0.5 deciviews.

Two different thresholds are presented in Table 4.7-4 for comparison to the project acid
deposition results. The first threshold is a concern threshold, also called the Deposition
Analysis Threshold, established by USFS. Below this threshold, deposition impacts from a
source are considered negligible (IML, 2013a). The second threshold is the estimated critical
loads for Wind Cave National Park. The term critical load describes the threshold of air poliution
deposition below which significant harmful effects on sensitive resources in an ecosystem are
not expected to occur. The critical load threshold is an emerging guideline to help in the
protection of Class | areas. Table 4.7-4 also presents the measured deposition rates at Wind
Cave National Park. Additional information concerning these thresholds is available in the
Ambient Air Quality Final Modeling Protocol and Impact Analysis (IML, 2013a).

The NRC staff conclude that the site-specific conditions at the proposed Dewey-Burdock ISR
Project are not bounded by those described in the GEIS for air quality. The estimated emission
levels and associated pollutant concentrations for the proposed project described in SEIS
Section 2.1.1.1.6.1.1 are greater than those cited in GEIS Table 2.7-2 (NRC, 2009a). The
pollutant with the highest emission level for the proposed action is particulate matter PM1o with
most being generated in the construction phase (see Table 2.1-3). The GEIS estimates that the
construction phase an ISR facility generates an annual fugitive dust concentration of 0.28 pg/ms
based on a 10.0 metric ton emission level (NRC, 2009a). This estimate did not categorize the
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Table 4.7-3. Yisibility Medeling Results for the Peak Year® atWind Cave National Park
Modeled Modeled Results
3-Year Contribution
Scenario Statistic Result Threshold 2009 2010 2011

todeled Qath percentile 034 0.a0 0.33 0.31 040
with Sdvt
Particulate | Mumhber of days = 11 NAT 3 4 4
M atter 0.5 &dv
Ph g Mumber of days = [ [N 0 0 0

1 &dv

Maxirnum Adv 083 N&, 0558 083 0.58
todeled Q8th percentile 011 0.a0 010 011 012
without Hdv note
Particulate | Number of days = 0 A o o 0
W atter 0.5 &dv
Pl 1o Murnber of days = 0 A 0 0 0

1 &Hdv

Maximum Sdv 0.20 R 015 0.20 0.15
Source: IML{20138)
*Feak year accounts forwhen all four phases oo cur simuftaneously and represents the highest amount of emission
the proposed action will generate in any ane project year.
Tédv = change in deciviews
IMA = not applicable

Table 4.7-4. Tetal (Wet and Diry) Acid Deposition Meodeling Results for the Peak Year™ at
Wind Cave National Park

Sulfur and
Sulfur Nitrogen Nitrogen
Parameter {kglhalyrit (kgfhalyr) {kglhalyn)
Modeled Results gpo1o 00018 00026
[3¥ear Average)
Concern Threshold {annual) 0.005 0.005 0010
Wind Cave Mation Park 2009 1.00 272 3.72
Measurements 2010 1.16 3.56 473
2011 0.90 287 377
J-year 1.02 3.05 4.07
average
Estirated Critical Load (Annual) 12 ] 17

Source: IML {201 3a).
*Peak year accounts for when all four phases ocour simultaneously and represents the highest amount of emission
the proposed action will generate in any one project vear.

Tlnits only expressed in metric form.

particulates as PM1oor PM2s. This SEIS estimates that the construction phase of the proposed
Dewey-Burdock project generates an annual PM1o concentration of 2.4 pg/msbased on a

172 metric ton [190 short ton] emission level and an annual PM2sconcentration of 0.41 pg/ms
based on a 18.8 metric ton [20.7 short ton] emission level (see Tables 2.1-5, C-9, and C-10).
The environmental impacts on air quality for each of the liquid waste disposal options the
applicant proposed (i.e., deep well disposal via Class V injection wells, land application, or
combined deep well disposal and land application) are discussed in sections 4.7.1.1 Disposal
Via Class V Injection Wells & 4.7.1.2 Land Application
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